Philadelphia,  October  13,  1875. 
TO  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  UNION  LEAGUE. 

At  the  special  meeting  of  the  League,  called  for  Thursday  evening 
the  14th  inst.,  “to  consider  the  question  of  the  Resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Committee  of  Sixty-two  and  matters  pertaining  thereto,”  you  are 
to  act  on  a  subject  of  grave  import.  A  committee  appointed,  not  by 
the  League  itself,  but  under  a  Resolution  of  the  Board  of  Directors, 
have  on  the  very  eve,  as  it  were,  of  the  election,  issued  a  declaration  in 
the  name  of  the  League,  that  the  League  cannot  endorse  or  ratify  the 
nominations  regularly  made  of  candidates  for  four  of  the  county  offices. 
The  large  number  of  the  Committee  makes  no  difference  as  to  their 
power;  if  a  committee  of  Sixty -two,  appointed  in  the  manner  stated, 
possess  the  authority  assumed  in  the  Resolutions  which  are  to  be 
considered,  a  committee  of  three,  or  even  of  one,  emanating  from  the 
same  source,  would  have  just  as  much  right  to  speak  in  the  name  of 
the  League,  and  to  dictate  its  course  of  action. 

This  committee  positively  declined  to  submit  the  matter  for  the 
determination  of  vhe  League  itself,  but  no  sooner  were  measures  taken 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  League,  than  in  order  to  forestall  the  judgment 
of  the  members,  a  “Statement”  was  ordered  to  be  printed  and  sent  to 
each  member.  This  “statement  of  the  appointment  and  action  of  the 
Committee  of  Sixty-two,”  as  it  is  called,  was  read  at  what  is  termed 
“a  large  meeting”  (but  of  whom  nowhere  appears)  “held  at  the  La 
Pierre  House,  October  6th,  1875.”  Although  the  “statement”  does  not 
purport  to  be  the  production  of  the  Committee,  the  internal  evidences 
which  it  presents  of  having  been  prepared  by  some  one,  or  more  mem- 
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bers  of  that  Committee  are  palpable;  and  it  is  believed  that  it  was  in 
print  and  in  the  hands  of  a  select  few  of  that  Committee,  at  least  a  day 
before  it  was  read  to  the  meeting  at  the  La  Pierre  House,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed. 

Modestly  designated  as  a  “statement  of  the  appointment  and  action 
of  the  Committee  of  Sixty-two,”  this  pamphlet,  of  some  twenty  pages, 
enters  into  a  somewhat  elaborate  argument  to  sustain  not  only  the 
constitutionality  of  the  Committee’s  action  in  assuming  the  high  powers 
they  have  arrogated  to  themselves,  but  also  the  propriety  of  their 
course  in  the  exercise  of  those  assumed  powers,  accompanied  with  a 
reference  and  appeal  to  certain  facts  supposed  to  afford  the  sanction  of 
precedent. 

The  authority  of  the  Board  to  appoint  any  Committee  for  such  a  pur¬ 
pose  as  is  now  claimed  and  avowed  by  this  Committee,  is,  in  the  first  place, 
strongly  questioned;  but  that  they  have  transgressed  the  bounds  of  the 
Resolutions  under  which  they  were  appointed,  is  beyond  all  doubt  or 
question.  These  Resolutions  were  based  upon,  and  follow  in  the  exact 
line  of  the  Resolutions  of  the  League  itself,  adopted  at  the  special  meet¬ 
ing  of  November  19th,  1875.  These  Resolutions  were  designed  to 
give  the  influence  and  support  of  the  Union  League  to  secuie  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  “candidates  of  unexceptionable  character,  and  whose  fitness 
for  office  shall  leave  no  room  for  doubt.” 

And  in  the  address  of  the  Committee  issued  in  the  May  following 
their  appointment,  the  whole  aim  and  effort  is  directed  to  impress  the 
necessity  of  selecting  candidates  with  a  view  to  their  “personal  fitness 
and  worth,”  their  “recognized  capacity  and  honesty,”  and  of  avoiding 
nominations  of  “persons  of  doubtful  fitness  or  suspected  integrity.” 
And  in  the  Resolutions  which  accompany  that  address,  “this  Commit¬ 
tee  of  Sixty-two,  representing  the  Union  League ,”  pledge  the  League 
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that  “if  the  delegates  of  the  Republican  conventions  *  *  *  *  will 

place  in  nomination  only  men  of  recognized  capacity  and  honesty,  this 
League  will  gladly  recommend  the  citizens  of  Pennsylvania  to  give 
them  a  solid  support,  and  will  do  all  in  its  power,  legitimately,  to  secure 
their  election.” 

The  issue  is  distinctly  made — and  the  sole  issue — upon  the  “per¬ 
sonal  capacity  and  honesty  ”  of  the  nominees  of  the  Republican  Con¬ 
vention. 

The  question  as  to  the  action  of  the  Committee  in  reference  to  the 
election  of  Messrs.  Bunn  and  Marks,  by  Councils,  as  Guardians  of  the 
Poor,  is  practically  of  but  slight  consequence  in  the  present  contro¬ 
versy;  but  it  appears  a  little  singular  that  the  Resolutions  reported  by 
the  Executive  Committee,  and  adopted  at  a  meeting  of  the  Committee 
of  Sixty-two,  held  June  ioth,  1875,  “a  week  after  the  election ,”  should 
not  have  been  issued  till  August  nth,  1875,  some  two  months  after¬ 
wards.  And  the  language  of  these  resolutions  is  indicative  of  the 
advance  which  the  Committee  had  made  in  the  estimate  of  their  own 
powers,  beyond  what  was  intended  by  the  Resolutions  under  which 
they  were  appointed,  and  beyond  even  the  spirit  and  letter  of  their 
address  of  May. 

It  was  in  the  early  summer,  June  24th,  that  the  Republican  Con¬ 
ventions  met  and  nominated  candidates  for  the  county  offices.  This 
was  just  two  weeks  after  the  Resolutions  were  adopted  by  the  committee 
at  their  meeting  June  ioth,  1875.  Surely  there  was  no  such  sudden 
hegira  to  the  country  after  that  meeting  as  to  have  left  the  city  bare  of  a 
sufficient  number  of  the  members  to  take  action.  What  more  did  they 
need  than  the  very  spirit  and  temper  of  the  Bunn  and  Marks  resolutions 
which  projected  themselves  far  beyound  the  immediate  occasion  ?  Why 
were  these  Resolutions  not  issued  by  the  Committee  for  two  months 
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after  their  adoption?  Why  defer  action  in  such  a  crisis  as — the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Sixty-two  would  intimate — threatened  the  very  existence  of 
the  Republican  Party,  and  the  welfare  of  the  public,  until  full  three 
months  had  passed  after  the  nominations  which  they  represent  as  so 
obnoxious  had  been  made;  and  until  but  little  more  than  a  month 
remained  before  the  election  itself  was  to  be  held?  It  is  well  put  in 
the  statement,  “The  committee  did  not  act  hastily.” 


But  when  they  did  act,  what  ground  is  assumed?  They  seem  to 
have  forgotten  their  pledge  of  May,  in  the  name  of  the  League,  that  it 
will  gladly  recommend  a  solid  support  by  the  citizens  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  men  of  recognized  capacity  and  honesty,  if  placed  in  nomination  by 
the  delegates  of  the  Republican  conventions.  An  entire  ignoring  of  the 
original  issue,  an  entire  change  of  front  manifests  itself.  Nothing  now 
of  “capacity,”  “honesty”  and  “integrity;”  but  “the  wishes  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  and  the  League  for  new  men,  whose  lives  had  not  been  spent  in 
office.”  Now  the  question  is  not  the  fitness  of  the  men  who  received 
the  nominations,  for  not  a  doubt  as  to  the  fitness,  capacity,  honesty 
and  integrity  of  a  single  one  of  them  all,  is  attempted  to  be  impugned 
throughout  all  this  controversy;  but  the  source  from  which  it  is  alleged 
their  nominations  were  derived  is  attacked,  and  with  the  cry  of  “that 

dictatorial  band  of  men,”  the  “Ring,”  “vicious  combination,”  “clique  or 
combination  of  political  managers.”  At  this  late  hour  the  regular  can¬ 
didates  of  the  Republican  Conventions  are  struck  at  and  requested  to 
resign  on  the  very  eve  of  the  election,  after  a  delay  of  three  months, 
and  without  the  slightest  spark  of  a  practical  suggestion  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Sixty-two,  as  to  how  the  vacancies  in  the  nominations  are 
to  be  filled  if  these  candidates  should  accede  to  their  request  and  resign. 

Plad  the  Committee  of  Sixty-two  openly  avowed  the  purpose  of 
playing  directly  into  the  hands  of  the  political  opponents  of  the  Repub- 
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lican  party,  they  could  not  have  used  more  effectual  means  for  accom¬ 
plishing  such  an  end. 

But  why  was  the  candidate  for  the  judicial  office  alone  excepted 
from  their  condemnation?  What  is  there  to  indicate  that  the  same 
“dictatorial  body  of  men”  did  not  control  that  nomination?  There 
has  never  been  any  question  of  the  propriety  or  integrity  of  this  nom¬ 
ination  either  by  the  Committee  or  by  any  one  else.  Yet  the  delegates 
to  the  convention  which  selected  his  name  were  chosen  the  same  day, 
at  the  same  places,  and  by  the  same  people  as  in  the  case  of  every  other 
candidate  for  county  offices  named  on  the  same  ticket.  Was  he 
one  of  the  “ new  men,  whose  lives  had  not  been  spent  in  office”  whom 
the  “statement”  would  represent  the  people  and  the  League  to  be  clam¬ 
orous  for?  Was  not  his  opponent  in  the  Republican  Judicial  Convention 
a  “ new ”  man  who  had  never  held  any  office  whatever;  and  does  not 
his  Democratic  opponent  come  up  to  the  full  measure  of  this  crucial  test 

of  newness?  There  seems  an  inconsistency  here  in  the  action  of  the 
Committee  which  is  hard  to  reconcile. 

% 

The  minutes  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  League,  having  been 
freely  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  “Statement”  it  would  have  been 
well  to  have  added  the  record  of  the  latest  proceedings  of  the  Board, 
only  the  evening  before  the  “Statement”  was  “read  and  ordered  to  be 
printed.”  At  the  meeting  of  the  Board,  held  October  5th,  1875,  the 
following  Resolution  was  offered: 

Resolved,  That  in  the  judgment  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Union  League,  the 
Committee  of  Sixty-two,  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Board  under  the  Resolutions  of 
the  Board  adopted  April  13th,  1875,  have  gone  beyond  the  spirit  and  intention,  as  well  as 
the  letter  of  the  Resolutions,  and  have  assumed  to  themselves  powers  and  authorities  not 
contemplated  by  the  Board,  and  beyond  its  province  of  its  own  mere  motion  to  confer 
upon  any  Committee. 
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The  vote  upon  this  resolution  was  as  follows: 

Yeas. — Messrs.  E.  C.  Knight,  Edward  S.  Clarke,  J.  Frailey  Smith, 
Samuel  C.  Perkins,  Franklin  A.  Comly,  George  Philler,  Robert  Gray. 

-(7.) 

Nays. — Messrs.  John  P.  Verree,  President ;  Charles  E.  Smith, 
Wm.  Camac,  Jno.  J.  Hartman,  Wm.  C.  Houston,  John  Hockley,  Jr., 
Silas  W.  Pettit,  Thomas  Hart,  Jr. — (8.) 

Excused  from  Voting. — James  L.  Claghorn. 

The  last  two  of  those  voting  in  the  negative  were  themselves 
members  of  the  Committee  of  Sixty-two. 

*  The  proceedings  of  the  Board,  enumerated  on  pages  6  and  7  of 
the  “Statement,”  should  have  been  set  forth  somewhat  more  fully  and 
accurately  to  carry  out  the  avowed  purpose  of  the  “Statement”  “that 
every  one  shall  vote  with  a  full  understanding  of  all  the  facts  attending 
the  present  question.”  The  facts  purported  to  be  set  forth,  must  have 
been  regarded  as  “attending  the  present  question,”  or  they  had  no 
place  in  the  “Statement.”  The  first  action  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
which  is  relied  on  as  a  precedent,  was  had  October  26th,  1863,  some 
five  months  before  the  incorporation  of  the  League,  in  March,  1864, 
and,  as  is  manifest  from  the  time  and  circumstances  attending  it,  had 
reference  not  to  any  public  elections,  but  to  elections  in  the  League  itself. 

The  “Statement”  does  not  pretend  to  set  forth  the  action,  if  any, 
which  was  taken  by  any  one  of  the  Committees  referred  to  in  justifica¬ 
tion  of  the  action  of  the  Committee  of  Sixty-two. 

So  careful  were  the  Board,  that,  when  at  their  meeting  June  nth, 
1867,  (page  7  of  “Statement,”)  a  request  was  presented  by  Frederick 
Fraley  and  others,  on  behalf  of  a  Committee  of  Citizens,  that  the  League 
“  co-operate  with  it  in  its  effort  at  reform,  and  appoint  for  that  purpose 
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a  Committee  to  confer  and  act  with  the  Citizens’  Committee,”  the 
Board  carefully  limited  the  powers  of  the  Committee.  These  were 
expressly  stated  in  the  Resolution  of  appointment  to  be,  “to  meet  and 
confer;”  the  power  to  act  was  significantly  omitted  and  withheld.  ' 

The  Resolution  offered  December  17th,  1867,  by  Mr.  McMichael, 
had  only  in  view  the  appointment  of  a  Committee  of  Conference,  and 
without  appointing  any  such  Committee,  the  Board  referred  the  Reso¬ 
lution  to  a  special  Committee  of  five,  to  report  at  the  next  meeting  of 
the  Board,  when  the  special  Committee  were  continued  with  power  to 
act.  The  Committee  contemplated  in  the  original  Resolution,  was  as  ex¬ 
pressed  in  its  very  terms,  for  conference ,  “with  a  view  to  the  organization 
of  the  Republican  party  throughout  the  State  to  prosecute  the  approach¬ 
ing  Presidential  Campaign 

The  records  respecting  the  other  Committees  referred  to  in  the 
“Statement”  will  show  that  in  the  main  they  were  for  the  purposes  of 
conference  only,  and  without  the  slightest  shadow  of  any  intention  for 
positive  and  decided  action  by  any  Committee,  in  the  name  of  and  for 
the  League  as  a  corporate  body. 

So  far  from  it  being  the  fact  that  the  “entire  legality  of  this  Com¬ 
mittee  and  its  authority  to  act  and  speak  for  the  League  were  not 
questioned  until  its  recent  action  obliged  its  opponents  to  seek  some 
technical  ground  upon  which  to  attack  it,”  the  matter  was  a  subject  of 
grave  consideration  at  the  very  meeting  at  which  they  were  appointed, 
and  the  matter  has  been  the  subject  of  doubt  and  discussion  among 
members  of  the  League  ever  since  the  creation  of  the  Committee  was 
announced. 

The  position  assumed  in  the  “Statement”  goes  the  full  length  of 
contending  that  the  Board  of  Directors  have  unlimited  power  and  authority 
to  act  for,  and  in  the  name  of  the  League,  in  all  matters  that  the  League 
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itself  is  competent  to  take  action  upon;  and  yet  it  would  be  difficult  to 
find  any  sanction  or  authority  for  the  Board  of  Directors  to  issue  such 
a  declaration  in  the  name  of  the  League  as  has  been  uttered  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Sixty-two.  How  can  the  stream  rise  higher  than  its  source? 
How  can  a  Committee  appointed  under  a  Resolution  of  the  Board 
assume  to  itself  higher  and  more  arbitrary  and  dictatorial  powers  than 
the  Board  itself  could  claim  to  exercise. 

The  League,  as  has  already  been  urged,  is  a  corporation,  and  its 
action,  as  well  as  the  action  of  its  officers  must  be  controlled  and  limited 
by  the  Charter  and  By-Laws.  There  is  no  By-Law  which  confers 
upon  the  Board  of  Directors  power  to  declare  that  the  League — the 
Corporation — will  not  endorse  or  ratify  the  nominations  of  the  Repub¬ 
lican  party;  and  no  Committee  appointed  by  the  Board  of  its  own 
motion  can  have  and  exercise  greater  powers  than  the  Board  itself  pos¬ 
sesses. 

If  the  Committee  of  Sixty-two,  and  their  action,  are  to  be  sustained 
and  approved  of  by  the  League,  the  corporate  powers  of  the  Institu¬ 
tion  are  surrendered  to  a  control  which  neither  the  Charter  nor  the 
By-Laws  contemplated,  and  the  rights  and  franchises  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  are  left  to  the  dictation  of  any  Committee  that  the  Board  of  Direc¬ 
tors  may  see  fit  to  appoint. 


